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This study examines characteristics of human sciences/Family and Consumer Sciences (FCS) faculty who 
do and do not incorporate service-learning in their teaching, examines their perceptions about service- 
learning as an effective teaching strategy, and identifies the factors that motivate and deter use of ser- 
vice-learning. Survey results from 368 human sciences/FCS faculty members in institutions of higher 
education across the United States perceive service-learning to be an effective tool for learning and 
teaching within the human sciences. 


According to Giles and Eyler (1998), identifying 
ways service-learning can enhance subject matter 
learning is the first of their top ten unanswered ques- 
tions in service-learning research. Zlotkowski (2000) 
recommended careful consideration be given to ser- 
vice-learning’s relationship to individual discipli- 
nary/interdisciplinary areas. Historically, state 
Campus Compacts have provided discipline-specific 
service-learning workshops. National Campus 
Compact has also encouraged development of pro- 
posals to enhance service-learning in the disciplines. 

Unfortunately, in spite of such initiatives, there 
has been little investigation on service-learning’s 
discipline-specific efficacy. Research on general dis- 
ciplinary differences spans a range of issues 
(Braxton & Hargens, 1996). Braxton (1995), 
Braxton and Hargens, and Neumann, Parry, and 
Becher (2002) analyzed studies on a variety of top- 
ics and identified implications for how a discipline 
influences teaching, paying particular attention to 
differences between hard and soft dimensions. 
Biglan (1973a, b) clustered higher education disci- 
plines according to their subject matter characteris- 
tics as hard or soft, pure or applied, and with a living 
or non-living object focus. According to Zlotkowski 
(2000), “disciplinary areas operate within a dis- 
course community and the privileged discourse of 
each discipline not only determines what most mem- 
bers of that discipline are prepared to take seriously, 
but also carries epistemological and methodological 
implications that structure their work” (p.62). To 
improve subject matter learning, it is time to engage 
in dialogue concerning service-learning’s fit and 
efficacy within individual disciplines. 

The present study investigates characteristics of 
collegiate faculty in the soft, applied, life-based 


field of human sciences who do and do not incor- 
porate service-learning in their teaching. The terms 
“human sciences” and “family and consumer sci- 
ences” (FCS) are used interchangeably in this 
paper. Family and consumer sciences is a multidis- 
ciplinary field comprising areas related to child 
development, family studies, resource manage- 
ment, housing, apparel and textiles, and food and 
nutrition, to name a few. It centers around the rela- 
tionship between humans and their natural, social, 
and created environments and uses a holistic 
approach to help people solve problems and 
enhance their potential within their near environ- 
ments — family, home, and community. Family and 
consumer scientists promote the well-being of indi- 
viduals, families, and communities through educa- 
tion, prevention, and empowerment. The discipline 
has a tradition of service and civic engagement. 

This study examines faculty perceptions about 
service-learning and factors that motivate/deter 
faculty to incorporate service-learning in teaching. 
Weigert (1998) queried that given the formidable 
challenges presented by service-learning, why 
should faculty take on the hard work of incorporat- 
ing service-learning in courses? Although service- 
learning enables faculty to integrate academic 
goals with their own desire to “make a difference” 
in communities or to work toward social change 
(Driscoll, 2000), it is imperative that scholars in 
administrative and other decision-making levels 
acknowledge faculty’s efforts. 

Past studies looked at faculty motivation and 
deterrents in various disciplines such as the human- 
ities, physical, biological, and health sciences 
(Abes, Jackson, & Jones, 2002; Hammond, 1994; 
McKay & Rozee, 2004). Both Hammond’s and 
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McKay and Rozee’s study reported curricular out- 
comes, such as bringing greater relevance to course 
material, encouraging self-directed learning, and 
providing an effective form of experiential educa- 
tion, to be the strongest motivators for implement- 
ing service-learning. Student learning outcomes 
provided the strongest motivation for utilizing ser- 
vice-learning in Abes et al.’s study. The study 
reported a lack of logistical support as the primary 
deterrent for service-learning use. Non service- 
learning faculty were deterred by issues concerning 
time, logistics, and a lack of compelling evidence 
that service-learning will increase student learning. 

Although scholars within the human sciences 
have periodically advocated the need for embrac- 
ing service-learning, there are no known studies 
that examined faculty’s perceptions about service- 
learning’s fit and effectiveness in this field. 

There have been numerous studies that explored 
the effects of service-learning on students (Astin & 
Sax, 1998; Eyler & Giles, 1999; Eyler, Giles, & 
Braxton, 1997, Stanton, Giles, & Cruz, 1999). 
Most of these studies have delved into the impact 
of service-learning on such qualities as personal 
efficacy, interpersonal skills, stereotyping, and 
civic engagement. A diverse group of faculty from 
various hard and soft disciplines reported student 
benefits such as exploring career possibilities, 
assessing personal values and beliefs, dispelling 
stereotypes, and establishing links between theory 
and reality as positive outcomes of service-learning 
pedagogy (McKay & Rozee, 2004). Although there 
is an abundance of studies looking at service-learn- 
ing’s beneficial outcomes on students, there is a 
paucity of research in the area of faculty’s percep- 
tions about service-learning. 

Cantor (1995) reported that faculty value active 
and experiential learning opportunities that 
improve students’ critical thinking and problem 
solving skills, promote self-direction, and involve 
students in the learning process. Discovering facul- 
ty motivations and deterrents within individual dis- 
ciplines can yield insights for attracting faculty to 
service-learning. Additionally, this could initiate 
new areas of research, enriching our understanding 
of many issues currently receiving attention from 
scholars interested in service-learning’s contribu- 
tion to discipline-specific learning. 

Research Questions 

The major research questions for this study are: (1) 
What are the professional and demographic charac- 
teristics of human sciences faculty who do and do not 
incorporate service-learning in their courses? (2) 
What are human sciences faculty members’ percep- 
tions of service-learning as a value-added teaching 
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practice in the field of human sciences? (3) What are 
the factors that motivate and deter human sciences 
faculty in implementing service-learning? (4) What 
are the factors that deter human sciences faculty not 
using service-learning in their courses? 

Methodology 

Design, Sample, and Data Collection 

The study used a cross-sectional survey research 
design to investigate the above research questions. 
The lead author’s institutional human subjects review 
board approved the study. The population consisted 
of all human sciences teaching faculty in higher edu- 
cation institutions in the United States. The sampling 
frame or target population consisted of all human sci- 
ences teaching faculty in higher education institu- 
tions that had an ECS teacher education program list- 
ed in the National Directory of the Eamily and 
Consumer Sciences Division of the Association for 
Career and Technical Education (2003-2004). Data 
were collected by sending an electronic survey (e- 
survey) via email to a list of teaching faculty chosen 
randomly in the institutions listed in the national 
directory. Random sampling ensured the sample 
exhibited similar characteristics of the population so 
that inferences could be generalized. Eor descriptive 
research, the general guideline for sample size is 10- 
20% of the population (Gay, 1996). Taking into 
account that faculty response rates to e-surveys 
ranged between 20-30% (Bosnjak & Tuten, 2001), 
invitations to participate were sent to 1662 faculty 
members, to obtain a sample size of at least 300. 
Procedures outlined by Web survey experts to 
increase response rates, such as providing incentives 
for completion of survey, were employed. 

An introductory email was sent to a randomly cho- 
sen sample of human sciences/ECS faculty members 
informing them they had been selected to participate 
in the study. A brief overview of the intended 
research was provided along with a note detailing 
significance of the study. Participants were asked to 
notify if they were not holding a teaching responsi- 
bility at the current time. Based on responses, facul- 
ty members who held non-teaching positions were 
removed from the sample list. After removing non- 
teaching faculty as well as undeliverable email mes- 
sages, the final sample consisted of 1440 respon- 
dents. Three hundred and sixty-eight responses were 
recorded, yielding a response rate of 26%, consistent 
with previous Web survey response rates. 

Instrumentation 

The instrument consisted of three surveys. The 
professional and demographic characteristics sur- 
vey contained nine questions pertaining to faculty’s 
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(1) teaching content area, (2) rank, (3) tenure sta- 
tus, (4) number of years in college teaching, (5) 
major professional responsibilities held (teaching, 
research, advising, and service), (6) number of ser- 
vice-learning courses taught, (7) age, (8) gender, 
and (9) race. The instrument was pilot tested by a 
faculty panel and revised based on their feedback. 

The second survey gauged faculty perceptions 
about service-learning’s value-added as a teaching 
strategy in human sciences courses. It consisted of 
25 items, 19 of which represented a single con- 
struct: perception about whether service-learning 
could be used as an effective pedagogy in the 
human sciences. The remaining 6 items were 
designed specifically to avoid response set bias. 
They did not measure perception about the precise 
construct under investigation. They were general 
statements about service-learning, such as “it is rel- 
atively easy to evaluate student’s performance in 
service-learning.” 

Items were developed after consulting several 
books and articles on service-learning. Of particular 
importance was Eyler, Giles, & Schmiede’s (1996) A 
practitioner’s guide to reflection in service-learning: 
Student voices and reflections. Items emphasized 
faculty perceptions about how service-learning can 
help learners understand critical problems facing 
society, aid in instilling responsibility, and help in 
empowering students, all critical goals of PCS edu- 
cation. A panel of PCS faculty, who had implement- 
ed service-learning in their courses, analyzed the 
items to determine content validity, making sure that 
the items were consistent with the theoretical under- 
pinnings of service-learning pedagogy. The resulting 
measure was pilot tested with 38 human sciences fac- 
ulty at a large Midwestern university. Based on their 
feedback, several items were fine-tuned and wording 
of other items was modified. Due to a low response 
rate, factor analysis was not feasible with the pilot 
data. Respondents were asked to rate their perception 
on a scale of 1 to 7 with 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = 
moderately disagree, 3 = slightly disagree, 4 = uncer- 
tain, 5 = slightly agree, 6 = moderately agree, and 7 
= strongly agree. A mean score on the 19 items 
greater than 4.50 represented the perception that ser- 
vice-learning was a value-added teaching strategy in 
PCS. A mean score on the 19 items less than 3.50 
represented the perception that service-learning was 
not a useful practice in the human sciences. Factor 
analysis of the 25-item scale with 375 survey respon- 
dents yielded positive results. Principal components 
analysis with Kaiser normalization yielded two fac- 
tors accounting for 56% of the variance in the 
respondents’ scores. All 19 items measuring faculty’s 
perception loaded on one factor. The factor loadings 
ranged from .89 to .65. The remaining 6 items. 


included to avoid response set bias, loaded on a sec- 
ond factor with loadings between .68 to .45. These 
items did not measure faculty’s perception about ser- 
vice-learning being a value-added teaching practice 
within the human sciences. Cronbach’s alpha for the 
entire 25-item measure was .91. Without the extrane- 
ous items, Cronbach’s alpha was .96. The results of 
these analyses provide strong evidence for the relia- 
bility and validity of the faculty perception scale used 
in this study. 

The third survey, used to determine human sci- 
ence faculty’s motivation and deterrents to incor- 
porate service-learning in their teaching, was a 
shorter version of the Abes, Jackson, and Jones 
(2002) survey. The survey contained both closed- 
and open-ended questions with a definition of ser- 
vice-learning provided. Using the definition of ser- 
vice-learning as a guideline, respondents were 
asked if they currently or have ever taught a course 
that included a service-learning component. Based 
on their response (yes or no), respondents were cat- 
egorized into service-learning or non service-learn- 
ing faculty, and directed to two different sets of 
questions designed specifically for each respective 
group. Service-learning faculty were defined as 
those answering “yes” to the question “do you cur- 
rently teach or have you ever taught a course that 
included a service-learning component?” Fifty- 
nine percent of the sample (n = 216) answered 
affirmatively to the above question and were 
labeled service-learning faculty. Forty-one percent 
(n = 152) indicated they did not and were designat- 
ed non service-learning faculty. The term ‘family 
and consumer sciences’ was used in the survey 
questionnaire instead of ‘human sciences.’ 

Results and Discussion 

Professional and Demographic Characteristics of 
Human Sciences Faculty 

Data from the first survey instrument were used 
to answer research question 1 : What are the profes- 
sional and demographic characteristics of human 
sciences/FCS faculty who do and do not incorporate 
service-learning in their courses (see Table 1)? 
More than one quarter of the faculty (27.3%) 
respondents belonged to the content area of human 
development. Food science and human nutrition 
faculty constituted the next largest group of almost 
17% with faculty in family studies being the third 
largest (14%). For the purposes of further analysis, 
housing and interior design faculty were combined 
with consumer resource management, fashion 
merchandising was combined with apparel and tex- 
tiles, and faculty in the “other” category — comprised 
of counseling and program evaluation — were com- 
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Table 1 


Professional and Demographic Characteristics of Human Sciences/FCS Faculty 


Personal Characteristics 


Total 

Service-Learning Faculty 

Non Service-Learning Faculty 

Teaching Content Area 

II 

% 

n = 216 

% 

n = 149 

% 

Apparel & Textiles 

25 

6.7 

11 

5.1 

14 

9.4 

Human Development 

102 

27.3 

65 

30.1 

34 

22.8 

Consumer Resource Management 

27 

7.2 

13 

6.0 

13 

8.7 

PCS Education 

45 

12.1 

27 

12.5 

17 

11.4 

Family Studies 

51 

13.7 

33 

15.3 

16 

10.7 

Fashion Merchandising 

24 

6.4 

11 

5.1 

13 

8.7 

Food Science & Human Nutrition 

63 

16.9 

37 

17.1 

26 

17.4 

Food Services Production & 







Hospitality Management 

17 

4.6 

8 

3.7 

9 

6.0 

Housing 

6 

1.6 

4 

1.9 

2 

1.3 

Interior Design 

10 

2.7 

4 

1.9 

5 

3.4 

Other 

35 

9.3 

3 

1.4 

- 

- 

Rank 

A = 372 

% 

n = 215 

% 

n = 150 

% 

Full Professor 

75 

20.2 

47 

21.9 

24 

16.0 

Associate Professor 

108 

29.0 

59 

27.4 

48 

32.0 

Assistant Professor 

124 

33.3 

71 

33.0 

53 

35.3 

Lecturer 

20 

5.4 

12 

5.6 

7 

4.7 

Instructor 

45 

12.1 

26 

12.1 

18 

12.0 

Tenure Status 

A = 372 

% 

n = 215 

% 

« = 149 

% 

Tenured 

190 

51.1 

113 

52.6 

71 

47.7 

On Tenure Track 

107 

28.8 

56 

26.0 

51 

34.2 

Not Tenured 

75 

20.2 

46 

21.4 

27 

18.1 

Years of College Teaching 

A = 371 

% 

n = 214 

% 

n = 149 

% 

1-5 

96 

25.9 

49 

22.9 

46 

30.9 

6-10 

74 

19.9 

43 

20.1 

30 

20.1 

11-20 

94 

25.3 

62 

29.0 

30 

20.1 

21-30 

79 

21.3 

44 

20.6 

33 

22.1 

31-50 

28 

7.5 

16 

7.5 

10 

6.7 

# of Service-Learning 







Courses Taught 

A = 372 

% 

n = 216 

% 

n 

% 

1-2 

139 

37.4 

139 

64.4 

- 

- 

3-5 

52 

14.0 

52 

24.1 

- 

- 

More than 5 

25 

6.7 

25 

11.6 

- 

- 

None 

156 

41.9 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Major Professional Responsibility 

A = 369 

% 

n = 215 

% 

n = 146 

% 

Teaching 

293 

79.4 

178 

82.8 

108 

74.0 

Research 

61 

6.5 

32 

14.9 

28 

19.2 

Service 

13 

3.5 

3 

1.4 

10 

6.8 

Advising 

2 

.5 

2 

.9 

- 

- 

Age 

A = 368 

% 

n = 203 

% 

n = 147 

% 

25-30 

16 

4.3 

11 

5.1 

5 

3.4 

31-40 

67 

18.2 

29 

13.6 

38 

5.9 

41-50 

100 

27.2 

65 

30.4 

33 

22.4 

51-60 

144 

39.1 

85 

39.7 

56 

38.1 

61-70 

38 

10.3 

23 

10.7 

13 

8.8 

Above 70 

3 

.8 

1 

.5 

2 

1.4 

Gender 

A = 370 

% 

n = 216 

% 

n = 146 

% 

Female 

313 

84.6 

189 

87.5 

116 

79.5 

Male 

57 

15.4 

27 

12.5 

30 

20.5 

Race 

A = 359 

% 

n = 213 

% 

n = 146 

% 

African American 

6 

1.6 

3 

1.4 

3 

2.1 

American Indian/Alaskan Native 

5 

1.3 

4 

1.9 

1 

.6 

Asian/Pacific Islander 

8 

2.1 

4 

1.9 

4 

2.7 

Caucasian 

339 

90.4 

195 

91.6 

136 

93.1 

Hispanic 

7 

1.9 

5 

2.3 

2 

1.4 

Other 

2 

.5 

2 

.9 

- 

- 
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Mean Perception and t-test Scores about Service-Learning 


Group 

n 

Minimum 

Maximum 

M 

SD 

t 

P 

Service-Learning Faculty 

213 

4.22 

7.00 

6.32 

.61 

lA 

.000 

Non Service-Learning Faculty 

146 

2.50 

7.00 

5.73 

.81 



Total Sample 

362 

2.50 

7.00 

6.08 

.75 




Note. Scores based on 1 = Strongly Disagree and 7 = Strongly Agree 


bined with PCS Education. This consolidation per- 
mitted content comparisons due to a limited number 
of cases in these groups. About a third (33%) of the 
faculty in the total sample were assistant professors 
with another 30% associate professors. The same 
percentages were reflected in the service-learning 
and non service-learning group. About half of the 
faculty in the total sample as well as in the service- 
learning group were tenured and another quarter 
were on tenure track. Robertson and Bean (1998), 
when studying ECS faculty members’ job satisfac- 
tion in land grant universities, reported that 67% held 
the rank of either assistant or associate professor, and 
60% were tenured, consistent with this study. 

The majority of the sample (74% and over), both 
in the service-learning as well as the non service- 
learning group, identified their main professional 
responsibility as teaching. For the purposes of further 
analysis, faculty, whose major professional responsi- 
bility was research, service, or advising, were com- 
bined. This consolidation permitted comparisons 
between groups, due to a limited number of cases in 
these groups. Consistent with earlier findings (Bean 
& Robertson, 1997; Sullivan & Redick, 1991), 40% 
of the respondents in the total sample as well as in the 
two groups belonged to the age group of 5 1-60 years. 
Another 40% belonged to the combined age group of 
31-50 years. In a study of 128 service-learning and 
non service-learning faculty members in institutions 
of higher education in the United States, Patel (2004) 
found that service-learning educators were predomi- 
nantly White Caucasian (86%), and evenly divided by 
gender (48% females and 49% males). However, as 
is evident from Table 1, an overwhelming number of 
ECS faculty were White Caucasian (90%) and 
women (over 80%). 

Perception About Service-Learning As A Value- 
Added Teaching Strategy 

The faculty perception survey instrument 
answered research question 2; What are human sci- 
ences faculty members’ perceptions of service-learn- 
ing as a value-added teaching practice for learning 
and teaching in the field of human sciences? This 
survey required faculty members to describe their 
perception about service-learning by answering 


questions using a Likert scale with “strongly 
agree” (7) through “strongly disagree” (1). Mean 
perception scores of service-learning faculty were 
higher than non service-learning faculty. The mean 
score for the entire sample was 6.08, reflecting that 
human sciences faculty members perceive service- 
learning as a value-added teaching strategy in 
human sciences, whether or not they incorporated 
it in their courses. An independent samples t-test 
was performed to examine if service-learning fac- 
ulty had higher mean perception scores than the 
non service-learning faculty (see Table 2). The 
results indicated that service-learning faculty 
scored significantly higher than non service-learn- 
ing faculty in their mean perception scores (t = 7.4, 
and p = .000). An ANOVA indicated no significant 
differences within characteristics of faculty on per- 
ception scores. Findings from this study echo pre- 
vious findings in that faculty strongly perceive ser- 
vice-learning helping students understand critical 
problems facing society, instilling a sense of 
responsibility, and empowering them. 

Motivators and Deterrents for Service-learning 
Faculty 

This section reports the results of a series of 
inquiries on the sources of motivation, encourage- 
ment, and obstacles faced by FCS faculty in imple- 
menting service-learning. The modified Abes et al. 
(2002) instrument gathered data on research ques- 
tion 3: What are the factors that motivate human sci- 
ences faculty in implementing service-learning? 
Service-learning faculty, i.e., those who taught at 
least one course that included a service-learning 
component (« = 216, 59%), were asked to identify 
those who encouraged them to use service-learning 
and the importance of each source of encourage- 
ment. Respondents most frequently received 
encouragement from the department chairperson 
(67.6%), with almost 62% receiving encourage- 
ment from another faculty member in the depart- 
ment. Service-learning faculty were asked to rate 
the level of importance of the above mentioned 
sources of encouragement on a Likert scale ranging 
from “not important” (1) to “very important” (4). 
Mean scores for importance of encouragement 
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Table 3 


Sources of Encouragement and Level of Importance (service-learning faculty) 


Sources of Encouragement 

% 

Level of Importance 

President / Senior Academic Officer 

52.5 

2.54 

College Dean 

54.5 

2.61 

Department Chairperson 

67.6 

2.90 

Another faculty in the department 

61.7 

2.98 

Faculty in another department 

51.7 

2.57 

A community member 

49.3 

2.98 

Students 

39.7 

2.98 


Note. Level of Importance: 1 = Not important and 4 = Very important 


showed fellow faculty members, students, commu- 
nity members, and department chairpersons to he 
the most important sources of encouragement in 
the decision to use service-learning (mean of 2.9 
and above) (see Table 3). 

Unlike Abes et al.’s (2002) study, where faculty 
reported receiving most encouragement from 
another faculty in the department, respondents in 
this study received the greatest encouragement 
from their department chairperson (68%), followed 
hy another faculty member in their department 
(62%) and college dean (55%). 

Service-learning faculty were asked to indicate 
forms of instructional support they received and the 
level of helpfulness of each (see Table 4). A four- 
point Likert scale ranging from “not helpful” (1) to 
“very helpful” (4) was used. Advice from col- 
leagues (69%) and help from professional organi- 
zations/conferences (63%) were reported to be 
sources of instructional support. Professional jour- 
nals and presentations were next (58%), followed 
by faculty development activities within an institu- 
tion (50%). Although “other” sources were cited 
less frequently, their level of helpfulness was most 
prominent [M = 3.56), and included community 
action members, local community centers, 
resources in the service-learning campus office, 
online resources, and books. Advice from col- 
leagues (M = 3.22) and mentoring (M =3.11) were 
reported to be relevant in service-learning teaching 


and instruction (see Table 4). 

Stanton (1994) reported the utility of a week- 
long Campus Compact faculty seminar resulting in 
successful development of service-learning cours- 
es. Opportunity to share and exchange ideas was 
cited as a direct benefit of participating in course 
development workshops (McKay & Rozee, 2004). 
Consistent with Abes et al.’s (2002) findings, 
advice from colleagues and aid from professional 
organizations/conferences were reported to be of 
substantial help in using service-learning. 
Initiatives such as a faculty fellows program 
(Harwood et ah, 2005) in college/department/disci- 
pline level may encourage and sustain faculty 
efforts with service-learning. Publication of suc- 
cessful service-learning endeavors in diverse sub- 
ject matter areas will serve the dual purpose of 
responding to interested faculty seeking instruction 
as well as providing legitimate examples to not-so- 
convinced faculty across all disciplines. 

Service-learning faculty indicated the impor- 
tance of the potential for positive outcomes in their 
decision to incorporate service-learning in their 
teaching. Using a four-point Likert scale ranging 
from “not important” (1) to “very important” (4), 
the mean for student learning outcomes was 3.71, 
compared to 3.02 for community-based outcomes. 
Service-learning faculty then were asked to choose 
no more than three outcomes from a list of 15 that 
were most important in their decision to use ser- 


Table 4 


Sources of Instructional Support and Helpfulness (service-learning faculty) 


Sources of Instructional Support 

% Responding 

Level of Helpfulness 

Advice from colleagues 

69.8 

3.22 

Professional organizations /conference 

63.1 

2.91 

Professional journals / presentations 

58.3 

2.91 

Faculty development at your institution 

50.5 

2.93 

Mentoring 

32.7 

3.11 

Other 

28.6 

3.56 

Faculty teaching handbook 

18.7 

2.69 


Note. Helpfulness: 1 = Not helpful and 4 = Very helpful 
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Most Influential Service-Learning Outcomes (service-learning faculty) 


Service-Learning Outcomes % Responding 

Increases student understanding of course material 58.8 

Increases student personal development 48.6 

Creates university-community partnerships 39.8 

Increases student understanding of social problems as systemic 38.9 


Increases student appreciation 

vice-learning. Space also was provided for respon- 
dents to include outcomes not identified on the list. 
The list related to student learning outcomes (7 
items), community outcomes (5 items), and profes- 
sional responsibilities (3 items). On the average, 
student learning outcomes were selected most fre- 
quently as motivators (mean frequency = 78.4), fol- 
lowed hy community outcomes (45.4) and profes- 
sional responsibilities (24.6). In particular, the five 
items that most strongly motivated service-learning 
use (selected by at least 25% of the respondents) 
were “increases student understanding of course 
materiaf’ (58.8%), “increases student personal 
developmenf’ (48.6%), “creates university-com- 
munity partnerships” (39.8%), “increases student 
understanding of social problems as systemic” 
(38.9%), and “increases student appreciation of 
diversity” (37.9%) (see Table 5). 

In the space provided to include additional moti- 
vating outcomes, survey respondents cited applica- 
tion of textbook knowledge outside the classroom, 
making connection from research/theory to prac- 
tice, teaching values, and changing attitudes as 
other factors motivating them to include service- 
learning in their teaching. One survey participant 
said “it demonstrates people’s needs to our rela- 
tively sheltered students and makes the PCS cur- 
riculum seem vastly more important to them.” 

The findings indicate that student learning out- 
comes were most important in faculty’s decision to 
use service-learning, which was consistent with past 
findings. Hammond (1994) reported curricular moti- 
vators as most influential in faculty’s use of service- 
learning. A large majority of the faculty members in 
Hesser’s (1995) study believed that service-learning 
“extensively” or “very extensively” contributed to 
conceptual and course content learning outcomes. 
The results are consistent with past findings as the 
strongest outcomes that influenced PCS faculty to 
use service-learning were student understanding of 
course material and personal development in the 
process of rendering service. To a lesser extent, ser- 
vice-learning faculty were also motivated hy build- 
ing university-community partnerships. Academic- 
community partnerships can gain access to more 
sustainable relationships if civic needs are connect- 


37.9 

ed to faculty teaching and research (Bloomgarden & 
O’Meara, 2007). The study reported several orienta- 
tions toward integrating teaching, research, and 
community partnerships. In the face of increasing 
demands on faculty time, building community- 
based teaching and research into the traditional 
teaching and research roles puts forward a formida- 
ble challenge. In spite of such challenges, faculty in 
this study were found to he motivated hy university- 
community partnerships. 

To determine how hest to sustain faculty use of 
service-learning, service-learning faculty were 
asked to indicate the likelihood that they would con- 
tinue to incorporate this teaching strategy in their 
teaching. Using a five-point Likert scale, ranging 
from “very likely” (1) to “very unlikely” (5), the 
mean for all respondents was 1.36, indicating they 
were very likely to use service-learning in their 
teaching again in the future. An analysis of vari- 
ance (AN OVA) was performed to see if there were 
any differences between faculty members in their 
likelihood to continue using service-learning, 
based on personal characteristics. A post hoc 
Tamhane’s test indicated a significant difference (p 
< .01) between the groups who taught 1-2 service- 
learning courses (M = 1.47) and 3-5 courses (M = 
1.13). This difference is noteworthy and may be 
attributed to the many obstacles faced in the start- 
up of teaching a service-learning course. 

Although faculty members indicated a strong 
intention to continue using service-learning, the 
faculty were asked what, if any, concerns might 
cause them not to continue to incorporate service- 
learning in their teaching, or to do so less frequently . 
Respondents were asked to choose no more than 
three items from a list of nine potential deterrents. 
Space was provided to write potential deterrents 
not identified on the list. The nine potential deter- 
rents were grouped into four categories: (1) time, 
logistics, and funding; (2) student and community 
outcomes; (3) reward structure; and (4) comfort 
with ability to effectively use service-learning. 

Concerns related to time, logistics, and funding 
were selected most frequently (mean frequency = 
64.0), followed by reward structure (mean frequen- 
cy = 59.0), ability to effectively use service-learn- 
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Table 6 

Potential Deterrents to Continuing Service-Learning (service-learning faculty) 


Deterrent Categories Mean Frequency 


Time, logistics and funding 64.0 

Reward structure 59.0 

Ability to effectively use service-learning 39.5 

Student and community outcomes 23.0 


ing (mean frequency = 39.5), and concerns related 
to student and community outcomes (mean fre- 
quency = 23.0). The three strongest potential deter- 
rents to continued use of service-learning from the 
list of nine (selected by at least 25% of the respon- 
dents) were “service-learning courses are time 
intensive and therefore difficult to balance with my 
other professional responsibilities” (40.7%), “I 
have not been rewarded in my performance reviews 
and/or tenure and promotion decisions for my use 
of service-learning” (27.3%), and “I had difficulty 
securing funding for developing and/or implement- 
ing my service-learning course(s)” (25%) (see 
Tables 6 and 7). 

A Pearson chi-square test was used to determine 
significant differences based on personal characteris- 
tics of human sciences faculty memhers for the three 
most frequently chosen potential deterrents for con- 
tinued use of service-learning. The chi-squared 
analysis indicated that a significant difference exist- 
ed among faculty in differing ranks (p < .05) and 
tenure status (p < .05) on the item “I have not been 
rewarded in my performance reviews and/or tenure 
and promotion decisions for my use of service-learn- 
ing.” Crosstabulation analysis indicated that 30% of 
the assistant professors and 41% of the associate pro- 
fessors thought that they had not been rewarded in 
performance reviews and promotion decisions for 
using service-learning compared to only 23% of the 
faculty holding full professor rank. About one-third 
of the tenured faculty and those on tenure track 
(32%) indicated they had not been rewarded for 
implementing service-learning in their teaching (see 
Table 7). This result highlights the importance of rec- 


ognizing faculty’s efforts in coordinating and imple- 
menting service-learning. 

Several respondents elaborated on potential 
deterrents in the open-ended section of the survey. 
Lack of peer and institutional support, time needed 
to establish service projects, and difficulty in eval- 
uating service-learning experiences were the major 
barriers cited by service-learning faculty. One 
respondent commented on the reward structure, 
saying that “although I think it is somewhat 
rewarded in tenure and promotion decisions, it is 
absolutely not enough. In a points system, it is 
worth very little and so discourages me.” 

A noteworthy finding is that although lack of 
reward in implementing service-learning had been 
cited as a potential deterrent (Hesser, 1995), only 
one-fourth (27%) of the PCS service-learning fac- 
ulty considered it as a demotivator. Lack of support 
in terms of funding, peer support, and concerns 
related to time and logistics were cited as greater 
impediments. Hammond (1994) found issues of 
time and task were factors making service-learning 
more difficult than traditional teaching methods. 
Abes et al. (2002) reported similar findings. 
Concerns regarding ability to effectively use ser- 
vice-learning were selected by almost 40% of the 
PCS faculty, a finding that may call for action. 
Perhaps more institutional resources need to be 
mobilized toward PCS faculty training and devel- 
opment for service-learning. Service-learning’s 
pedagogical complexity, including adjusting to dif- 
fering levels of student readiness and challenges 
associated with evaluation, calls for special atten- 
tion across disciplines. 


Table 7 


Most Frequently Cited Potential Deterrents and Faculty Characteristics (service-learning faculty) 


Potential Deterrents 

% Responding 

Significance Level 

Service-learning courses are time intensive and therefore difficult 
to balance with my other professional responsibilities 

40.7 

NS 

I have not been rewarded in my performance reviews and/or tenure 
and promotion decisions for my use of service-learning. 

113 

Rank* 

I had difficulty securing funding for developing and/or 
implementing my service-learning course(s) 

25.0 

Tenure status* 
NS 

Note. NS = Not Significant. * p < .05 
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Table 8 


Clustered Deterrents for Service-Learning Use (non service-learning faculty) 


Clustered Deterrent Categories 

M 

Time, logistics and funding concerns 

2.91 

Curricular and pedagogical concerns 

2.44 

Institutional and professional concerns 

2.19 

Student and community outcomes 

1.64 


Note. Scores based on 1 = Strongly Disagree and 5 = Strongly Agree 


Due to increased emphasis in the literature on 
faculty reward structure as a deterrent, faculty 
members were asked a specific question: "‘As you 
think about whether you will continue to incorporate 
service-learning into your teaching, how important is 
it that you be rewarded in your performance reviews 
and/or tenure and promotion decisions for doing 
so?” Using a four-point Likert scale ranging from 
“not important” (1) to “very important” (4), the 
mean for all service-learning faculty was 2.4. 

An analysis of variance (ANOVA) was performed 
to determine if there were any differences among 
faculty on the role of reward in continuing with ser- 
vice-learning based upon the eight personal charac- 
teristic traits. The results indicated that service- 
learning faculty were equally divided in their opin- 
ions about the role of reward in their decision to con- 
tinue to use service-learning. A little over one-half 
(51%) thought reward was “not important” or 
“somewhat important” while 49% thought it was 
“important” or “very important.” Although the liter- 
ature commonly suggests that faculty members will 
respond to opportunities for service-learning if such 
activity is rewarded (Bess, 1982; Deci & Ryan, 
1982; Levine, 1994; McKeachie, 1982), the data 
from PCS faculty do not support that finding. Not 
being rewarded was not cited as a major barrier in 
pursuing service-learning. This finding is inspiring 
and reflects PCS faculty’s favorable disposition 
toward service-learning. 

Deterrents for Non Service-learning Faculty 

This section reports the results of a series of 
inquiries on the factors that deter non service- 
learning faculty from using service-learning. The 
Abes et al. (2002) instrument was used to gather 
information on research question 4: What are the 
factors that deter human sciences faculty not using 
service-learning in their courses? Of the non ser- 
vice-learning faculty (n = 152), 142 responded they 
had heard about service-learning prior to this sur- 
vey while 6 respondents reported they had not. 
Among those who had heard about service-learn- 
ing (n = 142), 20% (n = 28) responded that they had 
heard about service-learning but had not given 
thought as to whether or not to incorporate it into 


their teaching; while the remaining 80% (n = 1 14) 
responded that they had given it some thought. 
Results on deterrents for non service-learning fac- 
ulty were analyzed for those 1 14 respondents. 

On a five-point Likert scale ranging from 
“strongly disagree” (1) to “strongly agree” (5), fac- 
ulty were asked to indicate for each of the 19 poten- 
tial deterrents, the extent to which the factors con- 
tributed to their decision to not use service-learning. 
Space was provided to write deterrents not on the 
list. The listed deterrents were grouped into four 
categories (see Table 8): time, logistics and funding 
concerns (M = 2.91); curricular and pedagogical 
concerns (M =2.44); institutional and professional 
concerns (M = 2.19); and student and community 
outcomes (M =1.64). The findings were similar to 
the Abes et al. (2002) study confirming that issues 
related to funding and logistical support were of 
paramount importance with curricular and peda- 
gogical concerns coming a distant second. 

The six specific items that most strongly deterred 
faculty from using service-learning (mean greater 
than 2.75) were “service-learning courses are time 
intensive and would be difficult to balance with my 
other professional responsibilities” (M = 3.00), “it 
is not relevant to the courses I teach” (M = 2.96), “I 
anticipate having logistical problems coordinating 
the community service aspect of the course” (M = 
2.92), “I anticipate having (or have had) difficulty 
securing funding for service-learning” (M = 2.87), 
“I have not been given and/or do not anticipate 
being given release time to develop a service-learn- 
ing course” (M = 2.86), and “it is unlikely that I 
will be rewarded in my performance review and/or 
tenure and promotion decisions for doing so” (M = 
2.78) (see Table 9). 

Space was provided to cite additional deterrents in 
the open-ended section of the survey. Some of the 
responses mirrored the opinions of service-learning 
faculty. Time and logistical issues were mentioned 
most frequently. A sizeable number of respondents 
mentioned they were unable to implement service- 
learning due to large class size. Several respondents 
thought lack of support in terms of personnel would 
make service-learning classes extremely dilficult to 
establish and manage. New and part-time faculty 
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Table 9 


Most Frequently Cited Specific Reasons for Not Incorporating Service-Learning (non service-learning faculty) 


Reasons 

M 

I do not use service-learning because service-learning courses are time intensive 
and would be difficult to balance with my other professional responsibilities 

3.00 

I do not use service-learning because it is not relevant to the courses I teach 

2.96 

I do not use service-learning because I anticipate having logistical problems 
coordinating the community service aspect of the course 

2.92 

I do not use service-learning because I anticipate having (or have had) difficulty 
securing funding for service-learning 

2.87 

I do not use service-learning because I have not been given and/or do not anticipate 
being given release time to develop a service-learning course 

2.86 

I do not use service-learning because it is unlikely that I will be rewarded in my 
performance review and/or tenure and promotion decisions for doing so 

2.78 


Note. Scores based on 1 = Strongly Disagree and 5 = Strongly Agree 

members indicated they had not received release 
time to develop a service-learning course. Quite a 
few faculty members mentioned it was difficult to 
take time out, due to other responsibilities, such as 
research and advising, in addition to teaching. One 
survey participant said “unfortunately service-learn- 
ing efforts are not accounted for in tenure decisions. 
Need to take care of that before anything else.” Lack 
of relevance to course materials and content area 
were other reasons mentioned for not using service- 
learning. Difficulty in establishing community part- 
ners was another major deterrent cited hy non ser- 
vice-learning faculty. One faculty member said, “I 
have never found an agency or group willing to pro- 
vide the effort needed to initiate student experience 
effectively.” Locating enough service-learning sites 
to accommodate an entire class and enabling them to 
have meaningful experiences for small and not too 
large communities was cited as another deterrent. 
Difficulty in finding suitable placements and place- 
ment saturation in smaller communities and college 
towns were mentioned repeatedly in the open-end 
section of the survey. Absence of clear risk manage- 
ment principles to protect the students, faculty, and 
the institution was also cited. Evaluation deterred 
other faculty members from implementing service- 
learning. A few respondents mentioned their lack of 
knowledge for developing a service-learning course 
as a deterrent. Specifically, a respondent noted 
“when obtaining my education, I was not exposed to 
service-learning, so do not have enough experience 
with it to add it to the courses I teach.” 

All non service-learning faculty (n = 142), 
whether or not they had given thought about incor- 
porating service-learning in their teaching, were 
asked the likelihood that they would incorporate ser- 
vice-learning in their teaching. Using a five-point 
Likert scale “very unlikely” (1) to “very likely” (5), 
the mean was 2.64. A quarter (24%) of the faculty 
were “likely” or “very likely” to use service-learn- 


ing, while another 43% were “very unlikely” or 
“unlikely” to use service-learning. The remaining 
33% were unsure regarding incorporating service- 
learning in their teaching. The results were ana- 
lyzed hy the eight faculty characteristics. The non 
service-learning faculty most likely to implement 
service-learning (mean greater than or equal to 
3.00) were those in human development and food 
science and human nutrition (M = 3.01), assistant 
professors (M = 2.98), faculty teaching 6-10 years 
(M = 2.96), and of age 31-40 years (M= 3.00). The 
categories of faculty most unlikely to use service- 
learning (mean smaller or equal to 2.00) were in 
the teaching content area apparel, textiles, and 
fashion merchandising (M = 2.14) followed by 
those in food production and services (M = 2.25). 
An ANOVA indicated no significant difference for 
any other faculty characteristics. 

To supplement the data regarding likelihood of 
non service-learning faculty (n = 142) using ser- 
vice-learning in the future, irrespective of whether 
they had given any thought about it or not, faculty 
were asked to answer an open-ended question on 
what might increase the likelihood that they would 
incorporate service-learning into their teaching. 
Responses were similar to those already mentioned 
by other faculty members. For a large majority of 
the survey respondents, increased release time, 
reduction in current workload, reduction in class 
sizes, relevance to course content, opportunity for 
developing new courses, and risk management 
guidelines would greatly increase the likelihood of 
incorporating service-learning in their teaching. 
Availability of suitable community sites, communi- 
ty offers on projects, and funding were cited fre- 
quently by most faculty members for deterring a 
service-learning component in courses. Numerous 
respondents indicated that active encouragement 
from a college dean or department chairperson, 
direct initiative from mid-level management, and a 
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formal college or university requirement for ser- 
vice-learning courses would increase the likelihood 
of incorporating this teaching strategy in their 
courses. Infrastructure support to manage complex 
logistical issues, staff support in terms of teaching 
assistance, funding support to develop courses, 
support in developing community connection, 
addition of credit hours to existing courses, and 
changes in departmental policies and practices 
related to course content were other reasons cited. 
Reassigning time/faculty workload credit to super- 
vise the service-learning experience, receiving 
additional teaching-load units to compensate extra 
time and efforts, and recognizing service-learning 
efforts in evaluation and tenure might increase the 
likelihood of implementation. Many faculty mem- 
bers mentioned that in-house instruction in the 
form of workshops on the campus, illustration of 
service-learning activities/projects, training on how 
to fund and implement a service-learning compo- 
nent into established course curriculum, and infor- 
mation on how service-learning can meet specific 
learning competencies might encourage them in 
their decision to use service-learning. 

Limitations 

The design of the study was survey research 
using a self-report questionnaire, and thus was sub- 
ject to the weaknesses related to self-reports. 
Although a definition of service-learning was pro- 
vided in the instrument, all respondents may not 
have interpreted the definition in the same way. 
Therefore, some respondents who were considered 
service-learning faculty might not have actually 
used service-learning as defined. Instead, they 
might have included in their courses student teach- 
ing, internships, and clinical experiences. While 
similar to most Web surveys, the response rate of 
26.1% may have provided an overestimate of 
scores when generalized to the total population of 
FCS/human sciences faculty members. Finally, the 
goal of the human sciences to promote and build an 
empowered citizenry may have skewed the faculty 
perceptions toward service-learning. 

Future Research Directions 

This research study should prove valuable to fac- 
ulty and administrators in the human sciences 
fields. It also portends many other possible 
research studies that would be of interest to human 
sciences faculty and administrators, as well as ser- 
vice-learning investigators. Respondents in this 
study received the greatest encouragement from 
their department chairperson and college dean. 
This is no doubt a heartening revelation as admin- 


istrative heads may be already aware of service- 
learning’s beneficial outcomes and consequently 
interested faculty may have found a more nurturing 
environment to implement service-learning. Could 
this be a trend in the helping professions? A future 
study investigating attitudinal and perceptional dif- 
ferences about service-learning among human sci- 
ences/FCS or discipline-specific administrators 
such as deans, department chairs, and program 
coordinators would be valuable. More research is 
needed to identify specific student outcomes that 
faculty in individual disciplines deem important for 
implementing service-learning. Further investiga- 
tion is also warranted to determine how service- 
learning can be utilized to fulfill subject matter 
competencies. Detailed deliberation on how ser- 
vice-learning can achieve explicit learning compe- 
tencies may encourage skeptical faculty to experi- 
ment with service-learning while clear service and 
learning goals ensuring intellectual rigor may 
encourage faculty in general to try this pedagogy 
more frequently. Apart from student learning out- 
comes, service-learning faculty were also motivat- 
ed by building university-community partnerships. 
Are faculty members in some disciplines more 
committed to building these partnerships? Is there 
a correlation between academic discipline and 
commitment toward service? Do faculty members 
in soft disciplines feel more inclined or obliged 
toward such partnership building? Are there facets 
of university-community relationships that inspire 
faculty to pursue service-learning? More investiga- 
tion is needed to explore aspects of university-com- 
munity relationships that inspire faculty to contin- 
ue building this thread. 

Final Thoughts 

In the last decade, service-learning was identi- 
fied as a strategic new direction for the human sci- 
ences/family and consumer sciences profession 
(Mitstifer & Miller, 1999). During the same time, 
scholars across disciplines were urged to identify 
how service-learning could enhance subject matter 
learning. This study is a small step in that direction. 
Lack of appropriate nurturance may inhibit the sus- 
tained growth of service-learning in the human sci- 
ences, a field favorably suited to reap service-learn- 
ing benefits. 

Bringle and Hatcher (1996) speculated that ser- 
vice-learning was most likely to flourish in disci- 
plines with a predisposition toward an ethic and 
practice of service, such as with social work. The 
speculation proved to be true for the human sci- 
ences/FCS — 60% of the faculty members in this 
study implemented service-learning in some form 
in their teaching. Twenty-five percent of the 
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remaining faculty were very likely to incorporate 
service-learning in their teaching. A content analy- 
sis of the potential reasons for non service-learning 
faculty not to have utilized service-learning reflect- 
ed faculty willingness to consider this teaching 
strategy. Apart from issues related to time, logis- 
tics, and funding — which often had been men- 
tioned as potential obstacles to service-learning in 
previous research — most faculty in this study were 
enthusiastic to try out this pedagogy if class sizes 
were small, if it was a requirement from the college 
or university, or so long as adequate instructions/ 
resources were available to develop service-learn- 
ing courses. Unlike faculty members in other 
fields, only one respondent was reluctant to use 
service-learning because he had not seen sufficient 
evidence that service-learning improved academic 
learning. 

PCS faculty members were aware of service- 
learning’s beneficial outcomes. Consequently, an 
overwhelming majority of respondents (93%) had 
either heard, thought, or incorporated service- 
learning in their teaching. The prospect of service- 
learning’s prevalence and popularity within PCS 
appears to be promising. Beginning faculty mem- 
bers often have extra teaching loads coupled with 
publishing responsibilities to attain tenure. 
Adequate release time, opportunity to attend con- 
ferences, faculty development initiatives, and 
inspiration from colleagues could provide the extra 
support needed to use service-learning. Paculty in 
apparel, textiles, and fashion merchandising 
expressed service-learning’s irrelevance to their 
teaching content. Publication of successful service- 
learning projects undertaken — both in apparel, tex- 
tiles, and fashion merchandising, as well as other 
teaching content areas such as food service and 
production — will convince faculty of its relevance 
and importance. Previous research (Abes at ah, 
2002; Bringle et al., 1997; Hammond, 1994; 
McKay & Rozee, 2004) found student learning 
outcomes important in faculty’s decision to use ser- 
vice-learning. Publication of successful service- 
learning activities coupled with empirical evidence 
in support of student learning outcomes in content- 
specific areas can help interested and circumspect 
faculty to at least consider service-learning. 
Successful models and research evidence, com- 
bined with effective documentation and appropri- 
ate marketing of prestigious grants and awards 
received for service-learning, may remove skepti- 
cism about this pedagogy. Driscoll (1998) reiterat- 
ed the importance of a community office to serve as 
a liaison between community-university partner- 
ships. Such establishments can help alleviate some 
of the concerns related to time, placement, and sat- 


uration issues. Without adequate logistical support, 
inciting faculty’s interest in service-learning will 
continue to remain a challenge. 

Faculty members in the human sciences/FCS did 
not seem to be too concerned with the role of 
reward in pursuing service-learning. Student out- 
comes, relevance to course content, release time, 
class size, and coordination were more important 
considerations for incorporating service-learning. 
Although assistant professors and instructors were 
the standout group to raise concerns about time and 
logistical issues, they were the ones most likely to 
incorporate service-learning. This paradox high- 
lights the importance of encouragement, opportu- 
nity, and appropriate incentives to motivate faculty 
to use service-learning. 

Service-learning has a definite place in the human 
sciences/family and consumer sciences curriculum 
as well as in other disciplines with an ethic of service, 
and should be encouraged in the training of students 
as it forms the link between academic learning and 
professional practice. Although service-learning’s 
discipline-specific efficacy is yet to be fully estab- 
lished, its growth and prevalence in a broader range 
of subject areas have created opportunities to seek 
solutions to issues unique to particular fields of stud- 
ies. Efforts to connect campuses with communities 
will remain unfulfilled without attention to this and 
other dilemmas that face institutions, faculty, and the 
service movement in general. 

Note 

The authors sincerely acknowledge the helpful com- 
ments and suggestions from the editor and his colleagues 
at the Michigan Journal of Community Service 
Learning. The authors are grateful to FCS/human sci- 
ences faculty members in institutions of higher education 
across the country who took time to respond to the sur- 
vey. A special thank you to the pilot study group for their 
valuable feedback. 
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